Abstract The availability of freshwater resources in soil and groundwater bodies in the southwestern part of The Netherlands is expected to decrease during the agricultural growing season because of an expected increase of freshwater demands and a changing climate. This expected shortage of fresh water might negatively affect agricultural production. To cope with this problem, three pilots were initiated aimed at increasing freshwater supply at farm-level. The objective of this paper is to evaluate the socio-economic factors that determine the wider use of the measures investigated in these pilots. Therefore, the results of a feasibility study and a survey about drought risks were compared. The survey indicates that respondents do not make distinction between a dry and extremely dry year in their estimation of the return period. The results of a feasibility study illustrate that confidence and the level of common understanding regarding the reliability of these innovative measures has increased amongst project participants since 2012. The survey respondents were less optimistic about the wider implementation of the investigated technologies. A reliable freshwater supply and supportive legislation are the most decisive socio-economic factors for a future investment in additional freshwater supply for farmers in this region. Both studies illustrate that the impact of additional freshwater supply on farm economics strongly depends on farm type and crop cultivation plan. These insights may support the wider use of these innovations and may help to improve agrohydrological models.
Introduction
Under average climatic conditions, freshwater supply for Dutch agriculture is excellent. A large part of Dutch agricultural areas can be supplied with water from the rivers (Fig. 1) . However, in situations with a low river discharge and a high precipitation deficit, it is possible that the freshwater supply cannot meet agricultural freshwater demand during the growing season. This is particularly true for the rain-fed agricultural areas in the southwestern part of the Netherlands (Fig. 1 ) that have no access to river water. These agricultural areas, situated below sea level, are also sensitive to salt water intrusion (Cominelli et al. 2013; De Louw 2013; De Louw et al. 2011; Van Bakel et al. 2009 ).
The Netherlands usually has a precipitation deficit in summer (average 100 mm) and a precipitation surplus in winter. In the coastal zone, the precipitation deficit in spring and early summer is usually larger than in the rest of the country, whereas the situation is reversed in late summer and autumn (Van Minnen and Ligtvoet 2012) . The annual cumulative maximum precipitation deficit occurs during the summer half-year from April to September (Beersma and Buishand 2004) .
In the southwest of the Netherlands there are about 5500-6000 farms, of which 50 % perform arable farming, 12 % horticulture and 6 % greenhouse horticulture (CBS & LEI 2014) . In 2012, total turnover amounted to some 1.3 billion euro (Visser & van Tuinen 2012) . The probability of agricultural yield reduction and loss of farm income due to water shortage and salinization in these rain-fed areas is therefore larger than the probability in other regions with an external fresh water supply from rivers. The availability of freshwater resources in soil and groundwater bodies will most likely decrease in southwest Netherlands due to prospective climate change and increasing water demand (Oude Essink et al. 2010) .
Other reasons to improve freshwater supply at the farm-level, in this part of the Netherlands, are the expected impact of climate change (Kabat et al. 2009 ) and of the partial recovery of estuarine dynamics in this region (Hommes et al. 2009; Vinke-de Kruijf et al. 2010) .
In practice, the application of a technology to improve freshwater supply at a farm depends on its socio-economic feasibility and the behaviour of the farmer. Within the research program 'Knowledge for Climate' (Jeuken Jeuken et al. 2012a; Oude Essink et al. 2014 ) these aspects were investigated in two projects:
The GO-FRESH project, which stands for Geo-hydrological Opportunities Fresh Water Supply consists of three pilots (2011) (2012) (2013) (2014) with new technologies to improve freshwater supply at farm level (Table 1) .
Moreover, the project also contains a so-called feasibility study with the objective to identify and to select socio-economic factors that determine the feasibility of the technologies applied in the pilots. It concerns technologies that buffer winter precipitation surplus in soil and groundwater bodies to be used in summer. By applying this technology, farms become better equipped to cope with precipitation deficits in summer. In each pilot, drainage, infiltration and abstraction technologies, known from geo-hydrological and agricultural engineering, are combined. The pilots are currently still in an experimental stage. The GO-FRESH project participants have worked together for three years (2011) (2012) (2013) (2014) .
Within the project 'Balancing supply and demand of freshwater', a survey was conducted in the southwest of the Netherlands to elicit farmers 'risk perceptions and adaptive behaviour to drought (van Duinen et al. 2014; Van Duinen et al. 2015) . The survey analyses the attitude of potential users of the new technologies with respect to the feasibility of drought mitigation measures over time at a certain moment (Spring 2013). The survey was conducted amongst (Pyne 2005) , the technique is not yet often used in aquifers in a brackish to saline environment as exemplified in this experiment at a fruit orchard in Ovezande (Zuurbier et al. 2014a; Zuurbier et al. 2014b ). Experiment 2 (CARD system, Controlled Artificial Recharge and Drainage system) concerns storage and infiltration of freshwater in creek deposits with controlled drainage systems at two farms in Serooskerke (horticulture and arable farming). Also, controlled drainage systems and sub-irrigation are a proven technology (Madramootoo et al. 2007; Stuyt and Dierickx 2006) but have never been used to infiltrate fresh water into a saline groundwater environment (Pauw et al. 2015) . Experiment 3 (Drains2buffer) involves increasing shallow rainwater lenses with controlled drainage and has been applied at a farm in Schouwen-Duiveland, Kerkwerve (arable farming). The rainwater storage capacity of the subsurface is increased by drainage of brackish to saline groundwater. This is achieved by positioning the drainage pipes deeper and closer to each other as compared to conventional drainage designs (Oude Essink et al. 2014 ). The technology is also applied in the North of the Netherlands within the project Spaarwater ( ACACIA Water 2014; Velstra et al. 2011). agricultural entrepreneurs in the same region were the pilots were initiated (southwest Netherlands). This paper focuses on socio-economic feasibility. Results of both studies are compared in order to assess how experts, farmers and policy makers evaluate environmental, socioeconomic, and behavioural factors that determine the wider use of water supply technologies at farm level.
Theoretical Framework

Adoption of Technologies
New technologies spread gradually, reflecting heterogeneity among potential adopters, processes of learning, technological improvement and socio-economic conditions (Rogers 2003; Vreugdenhil et al. 2012) . Several studies stemming from various scientific disciplines (Bouma et al. 2011; Kiparsky et al. 2013; Ortt et al. 2008 ) highlight the importance of economic, behavioural, institutional, and social factors in the adoption of innovations in various sectors, including the water management (Nji and Fonteh 2002; Vreugdenhil et al. 2010a; Vreugdenhil et al. 2010b; Vreugdenhil et al. 2012 ) and climate adaptation science (Bolson and Broad 2013; Zilberman et al. 2012) .
Adaptation to climate change can be defined in many ways (Fankhauser and Schmidt-Traub 2011; International Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) 2007; Nelson et al. 2007 . We choose a definition suggested by Zilberman et al. (2012) where adaptation is defined as a response of economic agents and societies to environmental (climate adaptation) or political and socioeconomic changes. Given the inherent uncertainties (Swart et al. 2009 ), decision making at farm level about adaptation strategies could be defined as a risk management strategy.
Application of micro-economic theory to study the adoption of farm technology, suggests that expected costs and benefits as well as risk aversion are important drivers of farmers' decision-making when facing risks (Just and Zilberman 1983; Liu 2013; Serra et al. 2008; van Duinen et al. 2014) .
Typically, these studies assume perfectly rational decision-making in which agents form expectations based on perfect information on the probabilities and potential damages related to extreme weather conditions. While economic factors are important, it becomes increasingly recognized that decisionmaking in a risk context is seldomly perfectly rational and that behavioural factors such as risk perception along with perceived costs, benefits and self-efficacy affect individual adaptive decision-making (Dang et al. 2014; Gebrehiwot and van der Veen 2015; Grothmann and Patt 2005; Liu 2013; Pidgeon and Fischhoff 2011; Schwarz and Ernst 2009) . Research shows, for example, that farmers' drought risk perceptions are biased due to drought risk experience, perceived behavioural control and social networks (Tang et al. 2013; Van Duinen et al. 2015; Wheeler et al. 2013) . Biased risk perceptions could give rise to risky behaviour or excessively protective behaviour.
Due to these behavioural factors and imperfect knowledge, farmers, water managers and the developers of a technology might perceive the socio-economic feasibility of an innovative technology differently (De Boer et al. 2010) . Also, differences in perceptions regarding crop yield reduction risks may play a role in choices of farmers (Lavee 2010; van Duinen et al. 2012 ) regarding investments in local freshwater supply technologies. Biases in the perceptions of risks (De Boer et al. 2010) , costs (Klostermann et al. 2013 ) and uncertainties about the effectiveness of measures to improve freshwater supply (Lavee 2010) , may hamper the adoption and diffusion of these technologies.
Research Approach
Results from the feasibility and survey studies are combined and compared. Both studies tried to assess attitudes towards innovations in fresh water supply at the farm-level in the southwestern Netherlands in view of climate change, in absence of sufficient empirical data on hydrological efficiciency and crop yield of the applied technologies. The quantification of some of the socio-economic factors were meant to discuss the impact of assumptions. It was not the objective to compare the feasibility of the three technologies.
As the study subject and its context are similar, a case study approach (Flyvbjerg 2006; Yin 2009; Yin 2012 ) is chosen to synthesize the results. It has to be taken into account that the studies were conducted in different ways.
Approach Feasibility Study
The feasibility study was conducted between 2011 and 2014 and included active membership (Adler and Adler 1987; Atkinson and Hammersley 1994) within a project team of about 20 people that consisted of technical experts, farmers, civil servants and some students (Table 2 ).
Selection of Feasibility Criteria
A wide array of criteria can be typified as relevant for the evaluation of the socio-economic feasibility of the investigated technologies. The criteria were identified through discussions with the project participants (Table 2) in workshops and interviews (Oude Essink et al. 2014) . All selected criteria were evaluated in a qualitative way. In addition, for all three experiments, the criteria directly related to the profitability at farm level were evaluated quantitatively.
Assessment of Costs and Benefits of the Application of a Technology at Farm Level
For each technology (CARD, Drain2buffer, FRESHMAKER), the expected net revenue of additional fresh water supply were estimated for two scenarios (Table 3 ). In the first scenario, the crop production plan has remained unchanged, while in the second scenario the crop production plan also has been altered to include more profitable crops. In the examples of arable farming, sugar beets were replaced by cauliflower. At the fruit company, on 25 % of the plots apples were replaced by pears ( Table 3) .
The estimated net revenue reflects the difference between the scenario and the reference situation, i.e. the situation without additional freshwater supply and baseline crop production plan. In the calculations no distinction is made between crop yield reduction caused by drought or by salinity. It is assumed that water nuisance damage is similar and minimized in all scenarios. Moreover (expected) long-term developments on the agricultural market and dynamics in market prices are not taken into account.
The applied farm sizes were the actual farm sizes where the experiments were conducted the applied crop production plans (arable farm 1, fruit farm) are representative for arable farming and fruit cultivation in this area in the Netherlands. The crop production plan of the farm in the DRAIN2BUFFER experiment was not applied because it included crops for which the required data were not available (spinach seed, grass seed).
Assumptions to Address Agro-Hydrological Uncertainties
It was assumed that application of a technology results in an additional freshwater supply of 100 mm, available for irrigation (FRESHMAKER, CARD) or as soil moisture (DRAINS2BUFFER). This irrigation gift quantity is representative for an average (moderately) dry year (Table 4) . It is assumed that the three technologies have an equal and modest hydrological performance. 
Yield calculations: arable farms
For the reference situation (without additional freshwater supply), the figures of the gross production and the gross revenue per hectare for a specific crop were based upon the average yields (kg) and average prices (€/kg, VAT included) in the period 2007-2011 in the Netherlands (PPO Wageningen UR 2012). The gross revenue per hectare was calculated by subtracting material costs (fertilizers, pesticides, energy use, etc.) and the costs of hired labour from the gross production multiplied by the weighted average price/kg (Table 5 ). The gross revenue is the reward for the input of capital, land and (the farmers own) labour. With respect to the supply of additional fresh water, it is assumed that, for all selected crops, a supply of 100 mm water increases the yield between 6 % and 10 % as compared to the reference situation (in the current Dutch climatic conditions). The assumed sensitivity to drought, therefore, is relatively small. Among the most drought-sensitive crops are summer vegetables, leafy vegetables, flower bulbs, fruit and tree crops. The potential gross yield of these crops might decrease by 9 to 38 % due to drought stress (Brouwer and Huinink 2002; Stuyt et al. 2005) . Table 4 Characteristics of drought years that are used in national hydrological studies in the Netherlands (Klijn et al. 2010) Precipitation deficit Return period (as used in Dutch models) (Klijn et al. 2010; Klijn et al. 2011) Relative yield reduction (as used in Dutch models) (Jeuken et al. 2012) Irrigation gift (as used in Dutch models) (Massop et al. 2013; Stuyt et al. 2005) Average dry year (1967) 151 2.5 6 % 100
Moderately dry year (1996) 199 6.7 ? ?
Dry year (1949) 220 10 10 % 144
Extremely dry year (1976) 360 100 24 % >200 The difference between the reference situation and the situation with additional freshwater supply (scenario 1) and/or changed production plan (scenario 2), represents drought damage for up to a moderate dry year (Table 4) .
Yield calculations: fruit firms
The difference between the measured averages of the 5-year physical yields (HeijermanPeppelman and Roelofs 2010) of Elstar Apples (16 %) and Conference Pears (22 %) with and without irrigation was used to estimate the effect of an additional freshwater supply of 100 mm (Table 5 ). The net revenue of additional freshwater supply was calculated for the situation in which fruit trees are fully established and at full production. Apples and pears need respectively 4 and 6 years to achieve full production (Table 5 ) (Kipp 1992) .
Cost calculations (fruit and arable farming) The investment costs were estimated from the costs incurred during the construction of the experimental sites. The technical lifetime for all techniques used is set at 15 years in order to assess the annual depreciation.
Annual maintenance, energy and legislation costs are an important uncertainty, as the evaluated techniques have not yet been applied at a large scale. Estimations were made based upon a recent inventory of costs within the Netherlands (Tolk 2013 ) and cost estimations that were made during the course of the experiments by involved actors.
Net Revenue
In both cases the net revenue is determined as the product of the gross revenue for each crop and the corresponding crop surfaces minus the annual costs of the innovation. The annual costs of an innovation consist of the investment, maintenance and legislation costs. The costs of water supply (i.e. the use of the innovation) are accounted for in the yield calculations.
At present, the uncertainties in the costs and benefits for these three new technologies are still too large to calculate a net present value in a meaningful way with a discount rate. The cost calculations take into account an average inflation of 2.5 % over the entire lifespan of the investment.
Research Approach Survey Study
To elicit farmers' perceptions of drought risks and attitudes towards adaptive measures, a survey was conducted among 1474 members of a Dutch agricultural organization (division South, ZLTO) during January and February of 2013. TNS-NIPO, a professional organization in the Netherlands specializing in data collection using questionnaires (TNS-NIPO 2014), supported the survey design, web-application, and communication with respondents.
Some of the survey results (Van Duinen et al. 2015) are further explored to examine how the results agree with or differ from the experiences in the GO-FRESH project.
The survey was pre-tested in 12 interviews. After the pre-test, redundant questions were removed and unclear questions were reformulated. Survey requests and reminders were sent by email and by mail (Goeree Overflakkee) with the invitation to participate (online or by post). The 1474 survey requests, elicited 142 replies (response rate 9 %) (Van Duinen et al. 2015) .
With small samples, response bias may pose a danger. To check the representativeness of the sample, age, education, farm size, farm type and access to an external water supply of the respondents were compared to those of the population in general using data from CBS Statistics Netherlands.
On average, farmers in the sample were slightly younger and better educated than the overall population they were thought to represent, but the differences were found to be small (Van Duinen et al. 2015) . In the survey, arable farmers (81 % compared to 70 %) and those growing fruit and flowers were over-represented compared to farmers growing grass and corn (12 % compared to 26 % of the actual population). Consequently, the response rate was higher for those farms that are more susceptible for drought.
6 Feasibility Study: Results and Discussion Table 6 illustrates the socio-economic factors, which were considered to be important for the feasibility by the GO-FRESH participants.
Discussion of Hydrological Performance
All participants involved ( Table 2 ) were convinced that the hydrological performance of additional freshwater supply at the farm level is an important criterion for the adoption of the three studied technologies at a larger scale. The actors use the same indicator (additional freshwater supply expressed in m 3 or mm). In the initial phase, regional authorities had doubts about the hydrological performance of the three experiments. This was because of their experiences with previous comparable experiments (Projectgroep Zoetwateronderzoek 1986; Van Meerten 1986; Vermaas 1987 ) with disappointing results. However, during the implementation of the results of the experiments, the farmers, researchers and policy makers involved became more convinced that the technologies are promising, despite uncertainties regarding their hydrological performance.
Field measurements also indicate that a significant and promising amount of freshwater was buffered in the subsurface in all three experiments (Table 7) . This is also partly explained by the high winter precipitation surplus of 2013 (345 mm). Follow-up research (2015 Follow-up research ( -2016 is scheduled for all 3 experiments in order to assess how the technologies perform under different weather conditions.
To implement the CARD-system, a 7 ha area was used and the development of the freshwater lens below this farm concerned (25 ha) and the neighbouring farm (11 ha) was monitored from May 2013 to May 2014. The application of the technology is beneficial to the increase of the size of the entire freshwater lens under both farms. Both farms have facilities (deep drains) to extract (irrigation) water from the lens.
The models applied predicted a total volumetric increase of the freshwater lens of about 190,000 m 3 after 10 years (Pauw et al. 2015) . This implicates that after 1-2 years enough water is present in the sub-surface for 100 mm irrigation gift as assumed in the feasibility study.
For the Freshmaker technology, model calculations showed that after 2 years it becomes possible to annually recover 4200 m 3 from the subsurface (Zuurbier et al. 2014a) . For this specific fruit farm in Ovezande the additional freshwater supply created is sufficient for a 
Water quality Ecology
Regional Economic Impact Cost-benefit analysis for agricultural sector Competitive advantages / co-operative freshwater supply Fair distribution of cost & benefits of water supply moderate dry summer. At first glance the additional water supply (4000 m3) does not meet the water demand (15,000 m3). However, in addition to sub surface storage (Freshmaker), this farm has a water basin (4500 m3). Rainwater is collected in winter. In case of water scarcity in spring or summer the basin can be re-filled with surface water, provided that the salinity is not too high. In case the salinity of the surface water is too high (summer), the basin can be re-filled with the additional water from the Freshmaker. In this specific example, the feasibility of the Freshwater technology benefitted from the presence of surface water and a water basin.
For the DRAIN2BUFFER technology, the first field measurements show that the drainage system performs better than the old drainage system. However, it was not yet possible to determine whether the freshwater lens in the field had increased significantly. Model calculations indicate that a maximum equilibrium of the freshwater lens can be reached in 4-5 years (Oude Essink et al. 2014) . If the technology would be applied to the surface area of the farm, it would result in an increase of 300.000 m 3 freshwater. In theory, this will be sufficient to present an irrigation gift of 100 mm in the growing season in a moderate dry summer.
Reliability & Risk Reduction
The technical experts involved frequently used the reduction of drought and salt damage risks as an argument to apply the technologies. The farmers involved on the other hand, stressed the importance of reliability of freshwater supply. Only secondly, drought or salt damage risks were mentioned by the farmers. The farmers also asked the experts for guarantees on the hydrological performance of the technologies.
Legislation
The current legislation aims to reduce the environmental impact of large-scale withdrawals and infiltration of fresh water on the supplies of drinking water. All GO-FRESH participants agree that current legislation is not suited for small-scale applications of the three experiments.
Different regional authorities are in charge of the implementation (water board, municipality, province), while national authorities are responsible for the formulation of the quality standards for the water to be infiltrated. The regional authorities are cautious granting licenses in this early stage of technology development because the environmental impact of large-scale application at more farms in a region is unknown to them.
The level of juridical complexity is different for each technology. The use of the Freshmaker, for example, requires 5 licences for construction (bore holes), infiltration, withdrawal, discharge of brackish water into surface water and withdrawal of freshwater for irrigation. In addition, water quality monitoring is required for infiltration of freshwater and discharges of brackish groundwater into surface water. The application of the CARD and Drains2Buffer require less legislation and associated costs (Zuurbier et al. 2015) .
Licenses include water quality standards and limits regarding the volume that is infiltrated or extracted. Monitoring activities are costs for the farmer. Permissions are an agreement between water manager and a farmer that a certain activity is allowed (no costs involved).
Farm Economics
All actors involved agree that the application of the technologies should, in the end, result in a benefit for the agricultural firm involved. However, different socio-economic indicators are used to assess the added value. Socio-economic indicators mentioned are the net revenue for farmers (Δ€ ha −1 yr. ) and the investment return time (years). There was no agreement about what indicator to use preferentially. Although identical terms were used for the identified indicators, sometimes for the participants definitions implicitly are slightly different. For example, the cost-effectiveness of various technologies has been often discussed without information about the hydrological performance of each of the three technologies. Annual cost/ha technology (€ ha- 
Discussion of Addressed Cost Indicators
The calculated cost indicators for the DRAIN2BUFFER and CARD are within the same range as mentioned in other studies (50-500 € ha −1 ), while the estimated costs for Freshmaker application are relatively low compared to other studies (700-2400 € ha −1 ) (Tolk 2013) . Maintenance, energy use and legislation costs remain important uncertainties. Differences in assumptions about investment costs have a low impact on the calculation of the net revenue because they are spread out over a 15 year period in the annual costs (depreciation). It should also be taken into account that farmers will compare the annual costs of additional freshwater supply with other investment options that may increase or maintain yield or farm income, such as crop management, pest management or harvest technologies (Kanellopoulos et al. 2014; Schaap et al. 2013 ).
Discussion of Net Revenues in Arable Farming
The results indicate that the application of additional fresh water supply (scenario 1) mitigates drought damage (net revenue ≈ 0) in moderate dry years, given the selected crop production plans for arable farming. At the fruit farm, additional the freshwater supply results into a modest revenue increase.
Scenario 2 illustrates that the net revenue of additional water supply can increase when the crop cultivation plan is simultaneously adapted towards more profitable crops for both type of farms. It should be noted that the design of the crop production plan does not only depend on freshwater availability. For example, pears are also very susceptible to pests and diseases. This risk also has an effect on the decision of a farmer regarding his crop production plan choice.
Ease of Use
The participating farmers and ZLTO expressed that the ease of use is an important factor when deciding whether to apply a certain technology or not. More experience is needed before concise statements can be made for a larger group of farmers.
Regional Environmental Impact
Water quality standards for groundwater and surface water are recognized criteria by technical experts, farmers and policy makers, as reflected in existent monitoring protocols for water supply and storage (Table 8 ). In particular, this is true for the Freshmaker project, where it was also subject of research. The Province of Zeeland also stressed the importance of ecological and landscape impacts when the technologies are applied at larger scale.
Regional Economic Impact
The application of the techniques can increase competitiveness of the agricultural sector in the southwestern Netherlands. However, additional freshwater supplies may also boost freshwater demand at regional level with implications for other water users. The distribution of costs was also brought up as a point of concern. If one farm invests in freshwater storage, the neighbouring farms may profit without sharing costs. Therefore a regulated freshwater supply with cost sharing via farm co-operations was also considered. This may accelerate the adoption of these technologies and reduce the legislation costs (cost sharing).
7 The Survey: Results and Discussion
Drought Risk Perceptions about Yield Reductions in a Dry and very Dry Year
The survey contained two questions that were designed to reveal farmers' drought risk perceptions. Respondents were asked to give a quantitative estimate of the return period (Fig. 2) and farm income reduction (Fig. 3) for a dry year and an extreme dry year. Figure 2 shows that respondents did not make a distinction between a dry and extremely dry year in their estimation of the return period. For both meteorological conditions similar estimations were given that ranged between 2 and 15 years (Fig. 3) . In hydrological studies (Table 4) , a difference of a factor of 10 is assumed regarding years that are characteristic for the return period for a dry and a very dry year, respectively. This assumption is based upon time series analysis of climate data. It can be concluded that respondents tended to overestimate the probability of an extremely dry summer.
The survey respondents estimated an average production loss ranging from 750 euro per ha (arable farmers) up to 3500 euro per ha (fruit farms) in a very dry year (Fig. 3) . The average income was ±3000-6000 € ha −1 (arable farming) and 15,000-19,000 € ha −1 (fruit) (LEI Wageningen UR 2014). On average, farmers expect to suffer approximately €39,000 damage in a dry year compared to €78,000 in an extremely dry year. The average annual turnover of the respondents is in the order of €200,000 to €250,000. Consequently, income losses amount to some 16-20 % in a dry year and 30-40 % in an extremely dry year.
Estimated Income Losses in Period 2003-2012
Respondents were also asked to estimate income losses as a result of drought for each year from 2003 to 2012 (Table 9 ). There seems no correlation between annual cumulative summer deficit (April-September) and the estimated average production loss by the respondents (Table 9 ). An alternative 
Mixed grazing and housed animals (n=5)
Euro/ha
Dry year (220 mm) Extreme dry year (360 mm) Fig. 3 Estimation of perceived damage by farmers in a dry and extremely dry year (expressed in euro ha −1 for different farm types indicator for drought is the standardised drought indicator (SPI) (McKee et al. 1993 ). The SPI is the deviation of the amount of precipitation from the mean for a specified time period. In Fig. 4 the monthly SPI values are presented for the period 2000-2014 from the KNMI weather station in Vlissingen that is situated in the neighbourhood of where the experiments are performed. The mean and standard deviation were derived from the data for the 1962-2014 period.
In 2003 , 2006 , 2009 was dry (Fig. 4) . In these years the number of respondents that reported production loss nearly doubled. However, the average perceived yield reduction (± 18 %) did not differ significantly compared to other years.
Based on the cumulative summer deficit of 200 mm, 2009 can be typified as a 'moderately dry year'. About 19 respondents reported drought damage. This is a low response rate compared to years with similar or higher summer deficits ( Table 9 ). The SPI time series (Fig. 4) indicate a mild drought (0 < SPI < −1) in the beginning of the growing season (MarchJune), while in July and August severe to extreme drought was measured (−1.5 < SPI < −3). The low number of farmers that reported drought damage despite a summer deficit of 200 mm is therefore probably explained by the fact that mostly fruit growers experienced drought damage in late summer. Most arable farmers within this sample experienced little or no drought damage in spring 2009.
The year 2011 (cumulative summer deficit =11 mm) can be classified as an average dry/wet year. Intuitively, one would expect a low number of respondents that report drought damage. Surprisingly, however, the response rate was high (43 respondents). The SPI-time series indicate a period of severe drought (−1.5 < SPI < −2) in the first part of growing season (March-May). 
Attitudes towards the Innovative Measures
In the survey, famers indicated their level of familiarity with the adaptation measures, including the three studied GO-FRESH technologies, by multiple choices with six options (Fig. 5) .
On a 7-point scale (1 = low; 7 = high). the farmers were asked to indicate the effectiveness and the costs of each the two measures. Based on these answers, a cost-effectiveness (CE)-score was calculated for each of the three measures. This is the ratio between perceived effectiveness and perceived costs. The value of the CE lies between 1/7 and 7.
Aquifer storage and recovery (FRESHMAKER)
About 50 % of the farmers are not aware of the existence of this measure. Approximately 40 % of the respondents conclude that this measure is not applicable to their farm (Fig. 5) . The CEratio is below 1 for the majority of the respondents, indicating that they perceive the costs to be higher than the effectiveness of the measures. Perceptions were not found to differ between arable farming, fruit cultivation and horticulture.
Storage and infiltration of freshwater in creek deposits (CARD SYSTEM)
Of the respondents, 85 % was aware of the possibility to store and infiltrate fresh water in creek deposits (Fig. 5) . The majority of farmers indicate that this measure is not applicable to their farm, probably because they are not located in the vicinity of a creek or sand ridge. The measure is perceived to be more cost-effective than FRESHMAKER and DRAIN2BUFFER. The cost-effectiveness ratio (CE) is above 1 for the majority of the respondents. A large part of the farm sample is unfamiliar with this type of measure and thinks it is not applicable to their farm (Fig. 5) . Furthermore, the perceived cost-effectiveness of this type of measure is low (<1).
Conclusions
The feasibility study and the survey were compared to analyse how experts, farmers and policy makers evaluate environmental, socioeconomic and behavioural factors that determine the wider use of climate compatible water supply technologies at farm level.
For the participants involved in the feasibility study and the respondents of the survey, it was difficult to quantify yield reduction risks in terms of probability, expected yield reduction and causes of yield reduction. This also applies to the involved scientists.
The respondents did not make a distinction in terms of drought damage between 'dry' or 'moderately dry years'. In contrast to agro-hydrological models, in the period 2003-2012 the estimated average yearly drought damage (12-17 %) was more or less similar among respondents. The number of respondents reporting drought damage is a more reliable indicator of agricultural drought impact than the cumulative precipitation deficit, in particular when it is combined with the standardized precipitation index (SPI).
Furthermore, the survey reveals that farmers do not make a significant distinction between the probability of occurrence of a dry and extremely dry year. The survey respondents overestimate the risks of an extremely dry year by a factor 10.
These observations illustrate differences in understanding between the indicated drought damage risks by farmers compared to the used risk values in water management and research.
In the feasibility study it appeared to be difficult to select a single economic indicator for cost(−effectivenes) all involved actors agreed upon (low level of common understanding). In the survey 'costs' and 'effectiveness' were assessed separately in qualitative terms. This approach avoids this discussion and it is recommended to use this approach in feasibility studies.
The costs, and hence the cost-effectiveness, depend also on the existing water supply facilities at farm level. It is therefore difficult to identify generic cost estimates in both approaches. For example, if farms already have a controlled drainage system in place, the investment costs to apply CARD and DRAINS2BUFFER will be lower compared to the presented examples. On the other hand, within the pilot with the CARD system, costs were also reduced because the controlled drainage system was designed for two farms.
In the pilot with the FRESHMAKER, cost savings were possible because a sufficiently large water basin was present at the location studied. However, not all companies in this region have a water basin with the desired capacity. It is therefore recommended to add uncertainty ranges to cost estimates in feasibility studies in combination with cost saving opportunities.
The calculated CE ratios for the three technologies were low (<1) because most survey respondents were unfamiliar with the technologies in contrast to the farmers that participated in the GO-FRESH experiments. The level of common understanding of and confidence in the technical and socio-economic feasibility increased amongst the farmers, policy makers and experts that were involved in GO-FRESH. However, for farmers reliable freshwater supply and supportive legislation are the most decisive socio-economic criteria for a future investment.
Both the survey and the feasibility study illustrate that a positive impact of additional freshwater supply on the net revenue of an agricultural farm strongly depends on the type of farm (fruit, arable farming, and horticulture) and the crop cultivation plan. This insight offers opportunities to increase the positive impact of additional freshwater supply by simultaneously adapting the crop cultivation plan.
